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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 
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2a )□ This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of claims 1 7-22 in the reply filed on 
08/04/2008 is acknowledged. Claims 23-28 are withdrawn from consideration. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

3. Claims 17, 18, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Sulzbach et al. (PN 6361723). 

a. With regards to claim 17, Sulzbach teaches a method for molding 
polyurethane foam articles by introducing an expandable reactive mixture into a 
mold and evacuating the mold which foams the material (col 1 In 5-13.) 
Sulzbach teaches that gas is drawn out of the mold through expansion channels 
(col 3 In 22-25) which contain a needle shaped ejection ram (col 2 In 60, as seen 
in the figure below the needle valve is a (17) needle shaped ram placed inside of 
a (19) valve capillary, in the event that this does not satisfy the interpretation of a 
needle valve an obvious rejection is provided below.) Sulzbach teaches 
detecting the internal pressure in the mold and closing the expansion channels in 
response to the foam causing the pressure drop (col 3 In 22-31 .) Sulzbach 
teaches opening the mold and removing the molding (col 4 In 8-9.) 
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b. With regards to claim 18, Sulzbach teaches using the valves for 
evacuation of the mold as they are connected to a vacuum source (col 3 In 1-12.) 

c. With regards to claim 21 , Sulzbach teaches that the valves are all 
connected to a shared media source of negative pressure (vacuum source, col 3 
In 10-13.) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

6. Claims 17, 18, and 21 are is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sulzbach et al. (PN 6361723) in view of Frankel (NPL - Facility 
Piping Handbook). 

a. With regards to claim 17, Sulzbach teaches a method for molding 
polyurethane foam articles by introducing an expandable reactive mixture into a 
mold and evacuating the mold which foams the material (col 1 In 5-13.) 
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Sulzbach teaches that gas is drawn out of the mold through expansion channels 
(col 3 In 22-25) which contain a needle shaped ejection ram (col 2 In 60.) 
Sulzbach teaches detecting the internal pressure in the mold and closing the 
expansion channels in response to the foam causing the pressure drop (col 3 In 
22-31 .) Sulzbach teaches opening the mold and removing the molding (col 4 In 
8-9.) Sulzbach does not explicitly state that the valve is a needle valve per se 
and the examiner has interpreted the valve to satisfy the claim above; however, if 
this interpretation is not satisfactory the combination suggested below will suffice. 

b. Frankel teaches that needle valves are used for precise process control. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to use a needle valve for the valves taught by Sulzbach, 
because needle valves provide for precise process control. 

c. With regards to claim 18, Sulzbach teaches using the valves for 
evacuation of the mold as they are connected to a vacuum source (col 3 In 1-12.) 

d. With regards to claim 21 , Sulzbach teaches that the valves are all 
connected to a shared media source of negative pressure (vacuum source, col 3 
In 10-13.) 

7. Claims 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sulzbach et al. (PN 6361723) in view of Frankel (NPL - Facility Piping Handbook) 
as applied to claim 17 above, and further in view of Gebert (PN 3773298). 

a. With regards to claim 19, Sulzbach in view of Frankel as applied to claim 
17 above teaches a method for molding polyurethane foam in which a reactive 
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material is introduced into the mold, the mold is evacuated through needle valves 
and the valves are shut due to the pressure drop causing foaming of the material. 
Sulzbach does not teach that the material is introduced into the mold through the 
needle valves. 

b. Gebert teaches a method for introducing reactive polyurethane material 
into a mold with control (col 1 In 9-16) using a needle valve (col 4 In 47-50). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to introduce the reactive material through the needle valves 
taught by Gebert into the mold of Sulzbach, because doing so allows for control 
of pre and post flow reactive material into the mold (col 1 In 9-16 of Gebert). 

c. With regards to claim 20, Sulzbach in view of Frankel as applied to claim 
17 above teaches a method for molding polyurethane foam in which a reactive 
material is introduced into the mold, the mold is evacuated through needle valves 
and the valves are shut due to the pressure drop causing foaming of the material. 
Sulzbach teaches that the material is ejected using a ram powered by hydraulics 
(col 3 In 27-31). 

d. Gebert teaches that needle valves can be acted upon by mechanical, 
electrical, pneumatic, or hydraulic forces. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use pneumatic force 
to eject the material (pneumatic force being compressed air) taught by Sulzbach, 
because pneumatics are an equivalent in the art to hydraulic forces (by using 
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pneumatics the needle valves are acting upon the mold with the use of 
compressed air.) 

8. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sulzbach et al. (PN 6361723) in view of Frankel (NPL - Facility Piping Handbook) as 
applied to claim 17 above. 

With regards to claim 22, Sulzbach in view of Frankel teaches a method for 
molding polyurethane foam in which a reactive material is introduced into the 
mold, the mold is evacuated through needle valves and the valves are shut due 
to the pressure drop causing foaming of the material. Sulzbach does not teach 
adjusting the negative pressure applied to each valve individually; however, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to adjust the vacuum pressure applied to each valve 
individually, because doing so allows for greater process control of the 
evacuation process and thus is process optimization. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Hendry (PN 4781554). 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to GALEN HAUTH whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5516. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday 7:30am-5:00pm 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sam Yao can be reached on (571 )272-1 224. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
1 1 . Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

August 26, 2008 
/GHH/ 

/Naeem Haq/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 41 1 1 



